To wage war in alliance with unbelievers has never been forbidden to Catholics as intrinsically wrong and examples of such alliances are innumerable. No Catholic authority challenged the employment by Franco of Moslem troops. The principle under study is what moralists call the Principle of Double Effect, that is, whether an act in itself moral, and performed for a good purpose, is moral although it is foreseen that it may have bad as well as good consequences. Briefly, the guiding rule given by Cat~olic moralists is that there must be a proportion between the good effect which is willed and the evil consequence which is risked, there must be a sufficiently grave cause for permitting or risking the evil conque nee.
The editor goes on to say that Nazism is a greater peril than Communism, and that in such a war the anti-religious prejudice of Russian-Communism might be destroyed.
* * *
On the whole, it is fairly clear that opinion in religious circles on the issue of providing all possible aid to Russ1a, is sound; and that the present provides such an opportunity as may never come again, since it permits us to "reach deep into the conscience and hopes of the Russians." · ll. CANADA THE cciNTERPRETER."
IT is a fact that the average American is very ill informed about Canada. There are many striking exceptions to this general statement, but it is a fact nevertheless that this average type is far more interested in South America than he is in his northern neighbour, that he makes a greater effort to study its problems, and that in very many cases he actually knows much more about the countries south of the Rio Grande than he does about Canada. This fact is subject to interpretations both flattering and unflattering. The flattering aspect of the situation is that · he strives to know more about South America because he is conscious of its being a problem: Canada is not a problem. He takes it for granted. There is some truth in this. But it is also true that there is a very large number of Americans who consider Canada to be a British colony, subservient in every respect to the Motherland and therefore not worth consideration, Canada is, as it were, a British stooge, ensconced by historic hazard on the North American continent; and the American who believes this-the number is legion-believes, too, that if he knows something about England he knows also all he needs to know about Canada. This is not so good.
Nor is it good at a time when Canada is being loudly called on by after-dinner speakers and other well-meaning citizens to act vigorously in its historic role as "interpreter" between the two great branches of the English-speaking race. Canada, Mr Churchill remarked years ago in a Saturday Evening Post article, is "the linch-pin" that joins Britain and the United States. Canada is a "mediator," and so on and so on. For all these statements there is only the slightest basis in historic fact and, when those who utter them are called on for proof, they usually break down after mentioning the intervention of Mr Arthur Meighen over the renewal of the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1921.
Canada, nevertheless, has a role to play, but that role should be undertaken in the full knowledge that difficulties exist, that in many respects our "interpretations" are imprudent, and that the fact we speak the same tongue as the American people can easily lead us into the belief that the background of their thinking is identical with our own and that words will have the same meaningand, more important, the same emotional connotation-for them that they have for us. The most obvious example of this kind of thing is the expectation which apparently burns in a certain number of Canadian hearts that the sentiments of loyalty and affection which they feel towards the Crown and the Mother Country should be fully shared by the American people; that the cry, aEngland is in peril," should make the same emotional appeal to the Ohio farmer as it does to the Bay Street broker.
Those who cherish this belief-and some of them unfortunately have given vent to expressions of this opinion~ across the lineforget that the grandfather of the gentleman from Ohio quite likely came from Bohemia to the United States about 1860 and that his father and himself have been reared in a school system which has always laid emphasis upon the bloody and revolutionary beginnings of the United States, and has besides paid scant notice to the peaceful evolution to equality of status which has marked the development of the Third British Empire. The-relatively uneventful history of Canada in the nineteenth and twentieth. centuries has rarely produced incidents that have been considered worthy of general interpretation in the United States, which has therefore largely taken Canada for granted and presumed that it is a thoroughly British country in both blood and tradition. Colonially-minded Canadians, by their insistent reiteration of this same theme, have done both their own country and Great Britain a grave disservice, as any visitor to the United States can today find out for himself.
There, the Canadian visitors find that Canadian beD1gerency is taken for granted because Canada is considered an appendage of the British Empire. Interventionists and the great host of well-wishers of the Allied cause congratulate their neighbours upon the part they are playing in the conflict, and the remaining isolationists, who in their hearts believe that Lindbergh was right in his declaration that American action should have forced neutrality upon Canada, make it very obvious that they are doing a very generous thing in not offering violent protests against Canada having brought war to North American shores.
It is when it is pointed out to Americans that Canada is not a country of purely Anglo-Saxon stock that their first shock of surprise becomes obvious, so obvious indeed that the Canadian who had not realized it before at once appreciates_ the real strength of opinion which this nation can throw into the world scales at the present moment. It is that Canada's belligerency is as sure proof of the world-wide stakes in the war as can be found.
Canada, a North American country, Canada, alone in the two Americas, has gone to war. \Vhy? Because of a national conviction shared from coast to coast by men and women of half a hundred racial stocks that the threat offered by Nazi Germany is a matter of concern not to Europe alone but to the Americas and to the world. If we went to war only because we share a common Crown with England, common traditions, common blood, it is doubtful whe.ther our influence upon United States opinion can have much effect. But, if we can prove to the Americans that we are an independent nation, if we can emphasize to them, not the ties that historically bind us to our fellow members in that unique political institution, the British Commonwealth of Nations, but the differences that mark us off, then we present proof which other American countries, unlinked with Great Britain> cannot afford to ignore. If there are twelve million inhabitants of the western hemisphere who have shown theit readiness to make every possible sacrifice in this war for reasons which, besides the protection of the general heritage of democracy and freedom, include a hard-headed perception of the inevitable consequences of a Nazi victory upon their fates and fortunes, their influence need not be inconsiderable in a :field of opinion, the favourable development of which is vital to the future of the free w01·ld.
From this point of view the contrast between, let us say, New Zealand's homogeneous Anglo-Saxon population and the heterogeneous population of Canada becomes a great asset. Americans may consider it natural that the English-speaking peoples of the Antipodes should make common cause with England. But they are impressed ~hen they learn that only half Canada's people stems from Anglo-Saxon stock, that about 20 per cent are of continental European origin and that the remainder-the people of French Canada-has a record which, in the persistence of its isolationism, can outdo the beliefs of the inhabitants of the Colorado valleys and the · Kansas plains. They at once ask questions about the participation in the war of these apparently divergent elements, and the solidity of national unity in the fight against Hitler becomes the achievement not of a British satrapy but of a North American people :fighting its own part in a great cause.·
In developing the theme, it therefore becomes as valuable as it is legitimate to point to those episodes in our history in which there have been serious divergencies of view between the slowly growing Canada and the dominant Great Britain, the manner in which they were settled, the difficulties that there were in reconciling differences of opinion. From these there ·flows naturally discussion of the constitutional development of Canada into nationhood though still retaining the vestigial traces of the colonial period. Even the fact that Canada's formal declaration of war came one week after British belligerency in 1939 assumes importance as a symbol of the entire independence of our course, and the Ogdensburg Agreement for joint defence is found valuable as evidence of the Canadian regard for what might be narrowly viewed as a Canadian interest, distinct from a British one.
Off-hand it may seem paradoxical that, at a moment in our history when the aims and purposes of Canada and Great Britain have been more completely unified than ever before, it should become so important to emphasize the many differences that exist between us. But a moment's thought should clear away any such confusing fog. If we believe-as we do believe-that the issues in this war are world-wide, we must prove it to those who have not yet come to that belief. Only thus can we count with certainty upon rallying to our side the rest of the free world.
When the war broke out it was a commonplace of American public discussion to refer to it as a conflict between rival imperialisms.
That belief is not yet dead, as witness the persistent efforts of America First to convince the American people that aid to Britain is merely pulling British chestnuts out of the :fire. Therefore it becomes important to set Britain in her proper perspective in a world war: as an essential partner in the cause of freedom which is as dear to Canadians and Americans as to the British themselves, and so placed through the accident of geography in the position of supreme danger that the efforts of free peoples everywhere, in their own interests, are neeqed to see her through.
While this is .the approach that Canadians can most usefully make towards their neighbours, it is apparent that its effectiveness can be greatly limited if the Canadian war effort is not always proportionately greater than the present, rapidly growing American defence plan. If it falls behind, hostile critics in the United States will be quick to point out that this North American country of ours, allied closely to Great Britain, is doing less than their own country which is still, nominally at least, at peace. Fortunately the facts in this regard are so strikingly in our favour that Canadians who know them have no difficulty in making effective answer. But they are not assisted towards that end by the emergence in Canada of a malignant school of thought which has done all that it can to minimize to the Canadian public ~he magnitude and scope of the Canadian effort. Were these criticisms available only to the domestic public they would do little harm. Canadians know how to appraise them at their proper value. But there is no chapter of the America First Committee that does not rejoice at any statement by any Canadian that this country and its government are not putting their backs into the war. The game that is being played follows always the same pattern. Some Canadian announces that Canada is not pulling its weight. This is meat and drink to the · Wheelers, Lindberghs, Woods, Norrises, and Flynns, who from their various platforms announce that they have it on unquestionable authority that Canada is slacking. Why, in such circumstances, they ask, should the United States do anything at all? These statements are then picked up in turn by the Canadian critics who, from their platforms, announce that American leaders of opinion believe Canada·s heart is not in the war. The game is endless and the only persons to profit from it are the America First Inc., which gets gratis and for nothing ammunition it can get fro'm no other source.
Critic-ism of our war policies there must and should be, but those who criticize should indulge in it without forgetting the responsibilities they carry) as ''interpreters" of the effort of free nations at war, to persuade their fellows in the world that only by common action, fully shared by all, can the threat and horror of a Nazi-dominated world be avoided.
